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OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 5 WOMAN CREEK PRIORITY DRAINAGE FEASIBILITY STUDY MEETING MlNl 
CAB 072 94 

Action Forward the Feasibility Study meeting minutes to Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
and the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) 

This letter transmits the meeting minutes from the November 17 1994 Operable Unit 5 Feasibility 
Study meeting copies of the materials presented at the meeting and copies of the Project 
Managers log book with tl-e required signatures from DOE EPA and CDPHE 

The next meeting will be on January 26 1995 at 8 30 a m to discuss the detailed screening of 
alternatlves The location will be announced at a later date 

Please contact Carol Bicher at extension 9100 with any additional questions 

Carol A Bicher 
Program Manager Operable Units No 5 7 Closures 
Environmental Restoration Program Division 

CAB cb 

Onginal and 1 cc K Muenchow 

Attach men ts 
As Stated 

ADMIN RECORD 
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MEETING MINUTES OPERABLE UNIT 5 CORRECTIVE MFASURES STUDY/FEASI B I L l N  STUDY 

0 / 

The meeting was held on November 17 1994 to present the upcoming strategy for the CMS/FS for 
Operable Unit 5 (OU 5) Copies of the presentation materials are attached 

The Remedial Investigation (RI) / FS was updated with respect to Implementation of Technical 
Memorandum #15 Addendum to the Field Sampling Plan The drilling for the RI should be 
completed by Thanksgiving with groundwater monitoring continuing for 1 year The geotechnical 
program is expected to be done by Christmas 

An overview of the OU 5 IHSSs was presented with the closure strategy of Presumptive Remedy for 
the Original landfill (IHSS 115/196) and the traditional CMS/FS for all the other IHSSs 

The strategy for the Original Landfill was presented 

The Presumptive Remedy components are containment and control management The six 
components specified in the landfill presumptive remedy are cap/cover groundwater 
d ive rs i on/collect ion su dace water divers ion institut i onal/access controls leachate collection and 
landfill gas venting The leachate collection and the landfill gas venting are not applicable to this 
case In the Presumptive Remedy Report a limited number of alternatives will be developed and 
screened with respect to effectiveness rmplernentabilty and relative cost 

The Geotechnical Bonng Program included an evaluation of data sufficiency which identified 
geotechnical data needs necessary to conduct a slope stability analysis select a preferred 
presumptive remedy alternative and to prepare conceptual grading plans The geotechnical boring 
program includes 19 borings with approximately 200 geotechnical analyses (e g shear testing 
plasticity etc ) and is scheduled to begin on November 28 1994 

The data collected during this field effort will be used to conduct the slope stability analysis and 
prepare conceptual grade plans It is currently estimated that the volume of fill material (structural fill 
plus the barrier layer) required at the landfill is approximately 300 000 cubic yards A preliminary 
grade plan has been completed and will be modified as necessary to adjust for slope conditions 

J Schieffelin CDPHE asked what the estimated volume of fill matenal is currently present at the 
landfill site? There is an estimated 2 mi/lion cubic feet of non native material 

J Schieffelin CDPHE asked if capping the landfill was feasible? Yes the geotechnical field 
work and the subsequent slope stability analysis is being conducted to obtain data to determine how 
the landfill should be loaded with fill and cover material to ensure a stable landfill capkover There 
are several capkover scenarios and the geotechnical program will guide the alternative evaluation 
and selection process This wil/ be summarized in the Presumptive Remedy Report 

The upcoming deliverables and the tentative schedule were presented 

A Detailed Screening of Alternatives (DSA) level analysis of the landfill presumptive remedy 
will be available in January 1995 The geotechnical data are required to evaluate the effectiveness 
of each alternative An EPNCDPHWDOE meeting was suggested to review the findings up to that 
point 
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The Draft Presumptive Remedy Report will be submitted to the agencies in March 1995 This 
report will incorporate the geotechnical data and provide a Detailed Analysis of Alternatives (DAA) 
level analysis 

The Final Presumptive Remedy Report will be submitted in April 1995 

K Muenchow DOE suggested that in January/February the team may want to accelerate the 
closure of the landfill by breaking it out from the rest of the FS 

B Lavelle EPA clarified the point that a limited ARARs analysis is all that is needed to justify 
using the Presumptive Remedy Approach for the landfill Look at where Maximum Concentration 
Levels (MCLs) are exceeded in groundwater Document this in the Presumptive Remedy Report 

6 The Borrow Source Suitability Evaluation was discussed EG&G has been looking for potential 
sources of weathered claystone that could be used for fill and cover material at the OU 5 landfill site 
as well as the landfill at OU 7 The findings will be submitted soon in a borrow source report One 
offsite and two onsite sources have been identified 

B Lavelle suggested coordinating with onsite Natural Resource personnel to avoid being 
blindsided by cost or other problems 

J Schieffelin CDPHE asked if the whole landfill would be capped? Currently it is assumed that 
the entire landfill area will be covered It may be possible to consolidate the matenal south of the 
road to the main part of the landfill as well as some of the areas to the east and west Consolidating 
landfill wastes will lower the filVcover material requirements and will keep the cover as far away as 
possible from the creek The Presumptive Remedy Report will evaluate the areal extent of the 
landfill cover 

J Schieffelin CDPHE asked if a footprint would be presented in the Presumptive Remedy 
Report? No the footprint will be presented in the Slope Stability Report instead because it 
represents a portion of the design which IS subject to change 

E? Lavelle asked if this was waiting on the geotechnical data results7 Yes for the alternative 
evaluation and selection process 

K Muenchow DOE stated that a vegetative cover is also being looked at as an alternative 

J Schieffelin CDPHE asked if the areal size was still being determined7 Yes a worst case 
grading plan has been drafted (see attachments) 

J Schieffelin CDPHE asked if the portion of the South Interceptor Ditch (SID) within the landfill 
would be sacnficed7 Yes but only that part which runs through the landfill The €G&G Surface 
Water Division has been updated to ensure that sltewide surface water drainage is considered 

J Schieffelin CDPHE asked whether enough matenal could be consolidated so the SID could 
stay intact? It is unlikely since in addition to the cover some type of groundwater barner would be 
installed at the toe of the landfill 

K Muenchow stated that plant drainage above the landfill would have to be controlled so as not 
to impact the cap 
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M Yaskanin Rust stated that controls during construction will also be specified to control 
erosion 

The other OU5 IHSSs were discussed Upcoming deliverables include Technical Memoranda (TM) 
# 1 and # 2 TM #1 and TM # 2 cannot be finalized until the results of the Baseline Risk Assessment 
(BRA) are available Until the BRA results are available 10 
Remediation Goals (PPRGs) will be assumed A snapshot of significant contaminants was 
presented (see attachments) 

Programmatic Prelimianary 

The anticipated outcomes of the DSA were presented (see attachments) 

There are several expected outcomes of the DSA for remediating the surface and subsurface 
soils at IHSSs 133 1 through 133 4 They are Excavate/stabilize or solidify/dispose In situ 
stabilization/solidification Capkover and Containment cell The RI report will provide data regarding 
whether groundwater comes in contact with the ash and whether this provides a conduit for 
movement of the contarnination from the ash into the groundwater 

The presence of groundwater at OU 5 is very sporadic so source control and monitoring will be a 
likely option The groundwater at the C Ponds will also be remediated through source control and 
monitoring/management per the Pond Water IM/IRA 

The surface soil at IHSS 209 is expected to be No Further Action (NFA) Aroclor was detected 
however the maximum concentration detected is below TSCA levels The surface soil at IHSS 
133 5 and 133 6 are also expected to go NFA There is approximately 6 drums of debndrubble 
located near these IHSSs that may warrant an accelerated cleanup action 

Accelerated actions apply to situations where surface cleanup will suffice The area between IHSS 
133 5 and 133 6 has surficial debris/rubble that is contaminated and is a candidate for an 
accelerated action EG&G will develop a proposal that will be submitted to the agencies detailing 
how the material will be decontaminated stored and/or disposed A Proposed Action Memorandum 
could be used as the mechanism to propose the action Both EPA and CDPHE were in favor of this 
accelerated action 

EG&G has looked at the ash material located within IHSS 133 1 through 133 4 contaminant 
concentrations are much lower than concentrations of the same contaminants in the landfill While 
the subsurface soil Contaminants are not above the Construction Worker lo6 PPRGs they may be 
a possible source of groundwater contamination EG&G presented the idea of putting the 
solidified/stabilized ash material into the landfill prior to it being capped (The results from the EG&G 
encapsulation treatability study would be available in June 1995 and the cemetation treatability study 
results would be available in September 1995 ) 

J Schieffelin CDPHE expressed concern about putting additional material into the landfill since 
it was already situated on an unstable slope and the landfill may not be the most optimum location 
He suggested that a long term programmatic approach for the entire RFETS be examined for these 
purposes rather than just looking at each individual OU 

M Yaskanin RUST addressed J Schieffelin s concern regarding the stability of the slope The 
project will evaluate the mechanisms and pathways leading to slope instabilities Different grading 
plans will be examined to determine which loading scenarios will result in a stable cover 
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B Lavelle EPA asked when will the Risk Assessment information be available to tie into the 
DSA7 Approximately 2 months prior to issue of the draft report for internal review (May 1995) 
Therefore we may know the results of the BRA as eady as in March or April of 1995 The DSA 
cannot be finalized without the BRA information 

M Hogg ICF Kaiser for EG&G asked J Schieffelin if his main concern with moving the ash pit 
material into the landfill was the radioactive contamination7 

J Schieffelin CDPHE replied that no matter what the Contaminants are we should be looking at 
the site as a whole 

B Lavelle EPA agreed that no one is really looking at the big picture 

10 The next meeting on the OU5 CMS/FS will be on January 26 1995 at 8 30 a m The location will be 
announced at a later date 
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Mettmg Agenda - OU5 CMS/FS 
November 17,1994 

RVFS Program Update 
Strategres for Future FS Tasks 
Remew of OUS IKSSs 

- 
Ongmal Landfill 

Presumptive Remedy Components 
Geotechmcal Bomg Program 
Presumptwe Remedy Report 
Borrow Source Smtabhty Evaluatron 

All Other OU5 IHSSs 

Snapshot of Sigdicant ' Contarmnants 
Antmpated Outcomes of DSA 
AdvantagesDisadvantages of RemecZlal Alternatrves 

- -  
IV Summary 
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